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MODELING AND SIMULATING TRANSITIONS FROM AUTHORITARIAN RULE

Name: Kristan Joseph Wheatcn
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Democratization has gained a significant amount of notoriety since
the collapse of the east european socialist states in 1989. Despite
this, no model has been developed to satisfactorily explain this
phenomena.

This thesis explores two reasons for this. The first is that
previous writers on the subject focused on the goal -- democracy --
instead of the transition process itself. The second reason is that the
models that were developed were all linear in nature.

Relying heavily on principles that have come from Chaos Theory,
this thesis develops an iterative, non-linear model of the transition
process. In cordei to test this model, a simulation of modern day
Hungary is developed. The results of this simulation turn out to be
suprisingly similar to what has happened in Hungary in recent years. In
addition, the simulation was extended beyond the present and some

predictions about the future were possible. These include the results

for the spring, 1994 elections.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Adam: "The earth is shaking. What seemed firm and
boundless is seething matter, irresistably striving for
form, struggling to be born." -- Imre Madach, The Tragedy

of Man-

Madach wrote those words in 1860 in the village of Alsosztregova
in Hungary. He was a country lawyer and an amateur playwright. But for
The Tragedy of Man, the greatest work of Hungarian literature, he would
undoubtedly be completely forgotten. This work, however, has the
timeless quality that is present in Shakespeare, Goethe and Lao-Tse. It
is no wonder then that it is so easy to find an epigraph that accurately
describes the current situation in Hungary and, indeed, all of Eastern
Europe.

The firm and boundless communist dictatorships collapsed like
soap bubbles in 1989. From this, each country began to make its way in
its transition from authoritarian rule. Some, like Poland, chose the
shock-therapy approach of immediate privatization of industry and
agriculture, immediate convertibility of currency and the immediate
dissemination of state assests. Others, like Hungary chose a "slow-go"
approach that was supposed to gradually give up the reins of authority,.
Whatever the method, the goals were clear: free market, civil rights,
and, most importantly, democracy.

As of this writing Poland has just put former communists back into

power.2 Nationalism is rampant in Slovakia and is threatening Hungary.3
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The Balkan countries have completely deteriorated.? No eastern european

country but Pol ..d is showing growth in its Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) .5 The free market has not put a Mercedes in every garage and the
Holy Grail of democracy is showing some tarnish.

In this maelstrom of change numerous academics have tried to
explain various aspects of the transition process. In fact the field
has a title and the study of "democratization™ is now considered a "hot
topic".® While their efforts have added much to the study of this
subject, the thinking of these authors seems to me to be fundamentally
linear: They proceed from authofitarianism directly to a result, usually
democracy. Their thinking also seems to be non-general in that they do
not adequately account for the variations in results that reality is
capable of producing. Finally, they do not seem to have a predictive
element. In other words, these writings are generally not able to give
instruction on where a nation is in the process or counsel on what needs
to be done (or avoided) in order to achieve a stable democracy. By
focusing on democratization, they have lost sight of the important
process -- that of transition from authoritarian rule.

Thus, this thesis has five goals. The first is to develop the
critique (begun in the paragraph above) of the current models of
transition from authoritarian rule. The second goal is to develop a
general, non-linear, iterative model of transitions from authoritarian
rule. This model will combine elements from the writings of Guillermo
0’Donnell and Philippe C. Schmitter on the transition process, Chaos

Theory and simulation design.



The third goal is to design a simulation based on my model that
will, as closely as time and personnel constraints allow, replicate the
transition process of a country that is currently in the midst of that
process. The fourth goal is to test this simulation and the final goal
is to evaluate the results.

The study of transitions from authoritarian rule is a booming
field. Likewise, simulations have been used to study historical events.
In addition, research into on-going phenomena is also highly regarded.
All this work does a good job of helping the researcher to classify the
phenomena under study. In this thesis I hope to combine these three
disparate fields of study and do something that has not been tried
before - a simulation of a transition from authoritarian rule that uses
current information in order to confirm a specific model and to predict

the range of possible outcomes.



Chapter 2

CURRENT MODELS

"...This will lead them to the genetic question of how a democracy
comes into being in the first place. The question is (or at least
was, until the Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968) of
almost equal interest in Eastern Europe." -- Dankwart Rustow,

19707

General

As previously mentioned, the study of democratization seems to be
a growth industry. This is for good reasons. The changes that are
taking place in Eastern Europe and, particularly, in those successor
states with nuclear weapons, are of more than a passing interest to us
all.

The study of democratization and transitions from authcoritarian
rule, however, goes much deeper than the revolutions of Eastern Europe
in 1989. According *o Huntington, between 828 and 1926 alone there
were 33 attempts to democratize (of which only 11 were successful).®
Thus, the problem of modeling the transition from authoritarian rule is
much older than the research on the subject. In fact, it was not until
1970 that Dankwort Rustow attempted a comprehensive model of how,
exactly, countries make the transition from authoritarian rule to
democracy.?

Since then there has been a great deal of important research done

in this area.!? Many of these studies develop only one particular piece




of the democratization puzzle., Some focus on the period of time just
prior to the onset of *ransition, i.e. the reasons that an authoritarian
state gives up its power. Still others center themselves on the case
study method, allowing the reader to draw his own conclusions.

Relatively few writers have actually tried to explain the period
of time that begins when an authoritarian government decides to give up
some of its power to the opposition to the time when a new form of
government -- democracy or more authoritarianism -- takes its place. In
short, few authors have tackled the transition from authoritarian rule.

Fewer still have tried to make their theory general in nature.
Only one, Huntington, includes a predictive element in his model and,
although several recognize a "form of circular interaction"i!, none has
attempted anything other than a linear model of the process.

In a sense, this is not bad. Everything happens linearly. Time,
as far as we know, goes forward. Any good case study can trace a
sequence of events, each event being a discrete block on a time line.
For example, a revolution can be broken down into "grievances"™ that lead
to the "formation of the mob" that leads to "the march on the government
buildings" that results in the "trial and execution of the rulers”.
Each of these large, discrete blocks can then be broken into smaller
ones. The "trial and execution of the rulers" can be broken into "the
capture of the rulers”, the "assembly of the court", the "issuance of
the verdict”, etc. Eventually, the conscientous case study researcher
is inside the head of every person that was near the court at the minute

that the verdict was read. Taken as a whole it all begins to look like




a Cantor Dust, a mathematical creation that is made by taking the middle
third out of a line segment and then repeating the process ad infinitum.
It is then the job of the model builder to take all of this
minutiae and say something very general about not only it but also all
the minutiae from all of the other instances, ever, of the event under
consideration., He does this knowing full well that the next instance
probably won’t fit his pattern at all. No wonder so few authors have

attempted it.

In this chapter, I will detail their efforts. The first is
Rustow, followed by Leonardo Molino. Next in line will be the theory of
Samulel P. Huntington. This will be followed by an examination of the
writings of Guillermo O’Donnell and Phillippe C. Schmitter. Finally, I
intend to address further the problem of linearity and to suggest an
alternative.

7] ode] { Their Criti
Rustow

Rustow’s model was the first to describe the birth, or genesis, of
democracy. He recognizes the importance of this question and its
distinction from questions involving stable or failing democracies!Z.

He wants to talk, not about the functioning of democracy, but "how a
democracy comes into being in the first place."!3

Rustow lists 19 propositions which he believes apply to any
genetic, as opposed to functional, theory of democracy. They are meta-
theoretical in concept. That is, they are the rules by which a theory

of a transition can be judged. Rustow considers the first seven to be




expansive in that they lift some conventional restriction. Briefly,
they are: (l)Explanations of democracy must distinguish between
function and genesis, (2)correlation is not the same as causation,
(3)not all causal links run from social and economic to political
factors or (4)from beliefs and attitudes to actions, and the genesis of
democracy need not be (5)socially, (6)geographically or (7)temporally
uniform,l4

Rustow calls the last three restrictive in that they set
conditions for genetic models of democracy. They are: (1)Empirical data
must cover a time period from just before until just after the advent of
democracy, (2)countries where a major impetus comes from abroad can be
ignored, and (3)a model can be derived from an examination of two or
three cases.ld

Utilizing these propositions, Rustow’s genetic theory
of democracy begins by assuming national unity.-¢ He next identifies a
preparatory phase characterized by a prolonged and inconclusive
political struggle. However, this political struggle cannot be one that
dramatically undermines the assumption of national unity.l7 Next comes
a decision phase in which democracy is seen as a compromise procedure
designed to resolve the dispute(s) of the preparatory phase.l® Finally
comes the habituation phase in which the politicians who made the
compromise sell it to the people.l® Rustow uses the cases of Turkey and
Sweden to demonstrate the applicability of his model.

There are several problems with Rustow’s model. While the

argument is internally consistent and some specially selected evidence




exists to corfirm his model, he fails in three particulars. All of
these criticisms go to the idea of self-limitation. That is, Rustow
places so many significant limits on his model that it is very difficult
to apply generally.

First, he insists on the assumption of national unity, by which he
means that the vast majority of a people identify themselves with their
country.?0 This excludes all countries in which ethnic tensions are a
preparatory phase problem as well as some countries which opt for a
decentralized system of government. Most east european countries would
be eliminated from the model based on this assumption. Pre-Civil War
U.S. (in which many southerners saw themselves as "Carolinians" or
"Mississippians” rather than "Americans") would also be excluded.

Secondly, he proves the validity of his model with two
carefully chosen examples. Put another way, Huntington claims that
there have been 106 attempts at democratization since 1828.¢- Rustow
puts his model to the test in only 23.22 Thus, by Rustow’s own
restrictions, his model can explain only 21.7% of the total number of
cases since 1928. Of the 62 successful democratizations, Rustow manages
to explain slightly over a third of them. This is more respectable but
clearly indicates that his efforts do not produce a "general" model.

Finally, he fails to identify what are the necessary and
sufficient conditions for successful movement from one phase to the
next. Couple this with the first two problems, i.e. that of identifying

those states that meet the necessary precondition of national unity and




the restrictions on applicability, and the model fails to give a general
accounting of transition from authcritarian rule.
Morlino

Morlino’s theory (published in 1987) rests on a dimensional
analysis of the transition process. He sees each transition occurring
across nine dimensions with "developmental factors" contributing to the
process across seven additional dimensions.23

The defining dimensions are (1) duration, (2) extent of violence,
(3) actors, (4) presence of the military, (5) type of agreement, (6)
degree of formalization of the agreement, (7) degree of mass
participation, (8) spectrum of emerging political forces and (9)
structure and personnel in administration and judiciary.?*

The developmental factors are (1) political tradition, (2)
previous experience with mass politics, (3) type of previous regime, (4)
duration of previous regime, (5) reason for collapse of the previous
regime, (6) degree of organization of opposition in the previous regime
and (7) modalities of transition.23

Morlino does not define a process by which the transition takes
place. Instead he shows, by example, how each of these dimensions
operated in sel:-cted various transitions. He then defines the three
possible endings of this dimensional process. The first ending is
"complete consolidation by the democratic forces"™, the second is the
"maintenance of the democratic regime” and the final result is "a crisis

that jeopardizes the new democracy"?é.




All of these dimensions are good if the goal is to merely outline
a way of thinking about the process. Morlino is much more ambitious.
he sees his system as a way to "enable us to discern the particular
multidimensional configuration of each establishment as well as each
resulting democratic arrangement."?’

He envisions each of these dimensions, at first it seems, as "a
sort of continuum with two poles, along which we may place each
country."?® Having said this, he then defines discrete units along this
continuum. For example, the extent of violence can be either "absent or
present". Degree of mass participation can be either "high or low".

The author may have envisioned these not as discrete yes-no type answers
but as scales -- he does not tell us. However, several other of his
dimensions do not lend themselves to one-dimensional scaling at all.

For example, types of agreement can be implicit or explicit.?® what if
the agreement is both? The spectrum of emerging political forces can be
"wide and complete or partial and incomplete."30 Where does one place a
"narrow and incomplete spectrum" on this particular continuum? What is
the difference being defined in a "partial and incomplete" spectrum?
This sloppy use of words belies the scientific accuracy promised.

Morlino does not indicate what specific weight he gives one factor
over another., For example, he clearly perceives that the duration is
not particularly relevant3! while he sees the involvement of the
military as crucial.3? With the other dimensions it is not so clear.

Even if one assumes that Morlino has the correct variables and

that they can be defined and weighted adequately, he does not specify
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the process that uses these variables. To use an analogy, he gives us
the x's and the y's but never tells us 1if we should add or subtract
them,

Morlino’s addition to transition literature is clearly the 1dea
that multiple dimensions are involved in the process and that these
dimensions can be defined rigorously and operated upon. That he does
not do this himself does not subtract from this contribution.
Huntington

Huntington believes that the transition to democracy is a delicate
dance between the political groups involved in democratization, the
crucial interactions between those groups, and the type of transition
that the state is experiencing,33

The political groups that Huntington thinks are importaut are
generically listed as Radical Extremists, Democratic Moderates,
Reformers (further sub-divided into Democratizers and Liberals) and
Standpatters. Radical Extremists and Democratic Moderates make up the
opposition, while the Reformers and the Standpatters make up the
authoritarian government.34

These groups interact in only three crucial ways: Between
government and opposition, between reformers and standpatters in the
government and between moderates and extremists in the opposition.33

Finally, there are four processes of transition: transformation
(The government takes the lead), replacement (the opposition takes the

lead), transplacement (a combination of government and opposition
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actions result in a transition) and intervention (a foreign power
imposes a democracy) .3®

The process of transformation has five steps: The emergence of
reformers, the accquistion of power, the failure of liberalization,
subduing the standpatters and, finally, co-opting the opposition.3"
Likewise, replacement has three steps: the struggle to produce the
fall, the fall, the struggle after the fall.3® Transplacements have
four steps: Government liberalization, increased opposition activity,
government tightening, and negotiated transition.3® Huntington goes
into little detail on the process of interventions.

Huntington ends with a list of guidelines for democratizers.
These are "lessons learned" from his study of transitions to
democracy.® This constitutes the predictive element of this model. In
short, Huntington is saying that if you follow these rules of thumb, vyou
have a better chance of creating a democracy. Likewise, by identifying
those groups that fail to heed Huntington’s advice, it is possible to
identify those countries that will fail in their attempt to democratize.

Huntington attempts to explain all of the transitions in the Third
Wave. He is unsuccessful for three reasons. All three go to the
subject of diffusion, that is, the division of an argument into so many
pieces that the exceptions outnumber the rules.

First, I do not feel that his categorization is efficient. What

is the difference between "the struggle to produce the fall" of the
replacement process versus the first three steps of the transformation

process versus the first three phases of the transplacement process?
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What is the real difference between "subduing the standpatters™ and "co-
opting the opposition" on the one hand and the "struggle after the fall"
or the other? All these distinctions without differences lock geood, but
unecessarily water down the model. It would be more efficient to devise
one sequence of events (a_la Rustow) and emphasize the differences
caused by different transition processes.

Secondly, Huntington fails to give adequate recognition to the
agendas of the political groups involved in democratization and, more
importantly, the agendas of international organizations involved in
democratization (I am thinking here of the Roman Catholic Church).

These groups may hava goals far beyond the one-dimensional motivational
scale that Huntington uses.%l These goals may cause a group to "sell
out" the democratic revolution at any time. As well as questioning the
completeness of Huntington’s model, this criticism seriously questions
the predictive value of the model (since significant variables are left
out) .

Finally, a reasonable man could find fault with Huntington’s
processes, their definition and their use.4? Surely the USSR is more of
an example of a transplacement than a transition? If the USSR is a
transition, then why is South Africa a transplacement? These questions
show that Huntington has no clear dividing line in mind between one
process and another. In fact, there may be so much overlap that there

is no real distinction at all.
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0‘’Donnell/Schmitter

Despite the fact that they claim that they have no theory, in the
second chapter of their book, 0’Donnell/Schmitter summarize, in chart
form, the paths that they consider relevant to democracy.> The X axis
is Democratization (defined as "the processes whereby the rules and
procedures of citizenship are either applied to institutions previously
governed by other principles, or expanded to include persons not
previously enjoying such rights, or extended to cover issues and
institutions not previously subject to citizen participation"%%4). The Y
axis is Liberalization (defined as "the process of redefining and
extending rights"45). Thus, autocracies are in the lower left corner
and political democracies are in the upper right corner. The basis for
this chart lies clearly with Dahl’s work on democracies?*t,

The authors first discuss the basic process of opening an
authoritarian regime. They maintain that the problem of legitimation,
the authoritarian regime’s attempts to justify itself, is the Achilles’
Heel of the regime.!’ This problem leads to dissension between hard-
liners and soft-liners in the government which, in turn, leads to an
opening for the opposition. As opposition increases, the hardliners
attempt to squash it. Soft-liners perceive that it is in their
interests not to squash the opposition and begin to form a series of
pacts with the oppositionié,

Other than coup, outside imposition or defeat in war, the authors
identify only one cause of movement on the graph - the formation of

pacts. Pacts are "explicit, but not always publicly explicated or
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justified, agreements among a select set of actors which seeks to define
rules governing the exercise of power".4% There are three crucial
pacts: The military pact, the political pact and the economic pact:-.
Finally, the authors discuss the resurrection of civil society and the
convocation of elections.

This is the best model of the three. It is not self-limiting as
is Rustow’s, nor is it too diffuse as is Huntington’s. It recognizes
the chaotic nature of the process and focuses on what I believe is the
defining element of the transition process - the making of pacts.

This model lacks a predictive element. The authors occasionally
offer advice (couched as observation) but seem to think that the process
is too uncertain to predict®!. Even though the authors hint at an
undefinable thread that connects all of these examples®?, they do not
pursue it. Why? Why do not only O'Donnell and Schmitter but also the
other authors refuse to come to grips with the data available?

One of the few tools available to social scientists with problems
like these is linear regression analysis. It is a useful tool for
understanding the connections in various sets of data. Take some
variables and perform mathematical operations on them. Then take the
mathematical data and compare it with the real world. If the fit is
good enough, you have proved something. If the fit isn’t good enough
then the only thing you’ve proved is that your equation was wrong.

Thus these models could be seen as the first step towards a
"democratization equation”. Taken in this light, it is no wonder that

these authors do not contemplate a non-specific theory. Defining the
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variables alone, much less the operands, would be a horrendous task.
Even then it may not be successful. Yet all of the authors admit that
there is something unique and common to these types of events. The mere
fact that they can say "democratization" or transition from
authoritarian rule and we all (sort of) understand what they mean seems
to confirm this.

Thus, it seems appropriate at this stage to ask if linear
regression, and the kind of thinking that it requires, is, perhaps, the
wrong tool for the job. A simple example should suffice.

A social scientist, without even knowing what the variables are,

could say quite a bit about the 12 points in the following data set:
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Fig. 1 Linear Regression Example # 1

There seems to be some clustering of information around some sort
of axis that should be able to be expressed mathematically. The
variables and the formula are also subject to some sort of manipulation.

Our social scientist would certainly bemoan the lack of data points and
16




may even refuse to do a statistical analysis until more data 1is
gathered.

Assuming a willingness to work with the data given, it is possible
that he would come up with a linear regression that looked much like

this:

e @

o! e

Fig 2. Linear Regression Example # 2

If we pressed our hypothetical social scientist, he might be
willing to hypothesize on the location of the next data point, with the
qualifiers that the standard deviation equals such and such, that RZ is
so and so, the chi?, alpha and beta require that we do this and that,
etc.

It is my gquess that the social scientist would be very suprised to
learn that under no circumstances could the value of x or y exceed eight
units, that the slope connecting any two sequential data points is
exactly 1/2 or 293 and that any two sequential data points can always be

described using a 30/60/90 degree triangle. The reason for these rather
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odd characteristics is because the phenomena being described is the

movement of a knight on a chess board:
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Fig. 3. Linear Regression Example?

The point of the exercise is to show that, in most people’s mincs,
there is a presumption that linear regression tells us something useful
about a particular set of data. The degree to which it is used as well
as the degree to which it is studied only serve to promulgate this
notion. Clearly, there are some problems, such as this one, in which
regression analysis, no matter how well it is dope, tells us very little
of any real use.

There is another way to think about the problem of transitions
from authoritarian rule. Instead of é linear process, imagine an
iterative one. Imagine a process that occurs not over time but each
time. Thus, each time an event happens, it happens, at its basest
level, in the same way and the output for one iteration of the process

becomes the input for the next iteration. The knight always moves two
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squares in one direction and one in the other. Initially this rule
seems to have little to do with the data set. Ultimately, it completely
explains 1it.

This kind of modelling is characteristic of Chaos Theory‘=.
Despite its deceptive simplicity, Chaos is capable of producing
incredible, even beautiful results. It is already being applied to many
of the formerly intractable problems of the hard sciences. In the next
chapter, I will develop a model of transition from authoritarian rule

using its most powerful tool -- iteration.
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Chapter 3

IHE ITERATIVE MODEL

To capture this situation (i.e. transition from authoritarian
rule), we propose the metaphor of a multi-layered chess game. In
such a game, to the already great complexity of normal chess are
added the almost infinite combinations and permutations resulting
from each players’ ability on any move to shift from one level of
the board to another. Anyone who has played such a game will have
experienced the frustration of not knowing until near the end who
is going to win, or for what reasons, and with what piece.
Victories and defeats frequently happen in ways unexpected by
either player. -- Guillermo O’Donnell and Phillippe Schmitter,

Transitions From Authoritarian RuleSs

General

As indicated in the last chapter an iterative model of the
transition from authoritarian rule might provide some insight into the
process that ordinary linear models do not. What might such a model
look like? O’'Donnell and Schmitter in quote above have some idea of
what the process might feel like while Rustow, in his ground-breaking
1970 work, also identifies "a two-way flow of causality, or some form of
circular interaction, between politics on the one hand and economic and
social conditons on the other."56

In this chapter I start by assuming that these intuitions are
correct. Then, after some assumptions and definitions, I will outline
each phase that constitutes the process. The process itseif is
iterative, thus, in order to understand a transition in the light of
this model it will be necessary to execute these phases a number of
times. Only under these circumstances might a transition be understood.
An attempt to apply this model and the results of that application will

take up the next two chapters of this thesis.
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E . { Definiti

First, a transition is the interval between one political system
and another®’, It has a specific beginning and ending (which will be
defined and discussed later) and usually results in the replacement of
those currently in power. Transitions from authoritarian rule are
particularly interesting in that they provide a "living laboratory" for
a political scientist interested in studying the unrefined political
process at work.

The first assumption inherent in this model of transition is that
the outcome is not important8., To study transitions from authoritarian
rule based on the outcome seems to be as useful as studying chess games
in which white is the winner. 1In order to understand the process by
which these transitions take place it is just as important to study
situations in which democracy does not replace the authoritarian rule as
situations in which it does. A complete model of the transition from
authoritarian rule must allow for any possible outcomes.

The second assumption is that the main goal of groups involved in
the transition process is to increase their political power relative to
the other groups involved in the process. Political power is further
defined as the ability of one group or individual to impose its desires
on other groups or individuals. While each group involved in the
transition process certainly has its own agenda, it is not possible to

achieve that agenda without political empowerment.
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The third assumption deals with violence. The model I will
develop will not account for transitions which occur because of
significant external intervention. While these are interesting events,
I believe that they are so radically different in character from
internally generated transitions that they cannot be compared. In
short, I am assuming that Operation Just Cause and the Velvet Revolution
are fundamentally different phenomena.

The fourth, and final, assumption is that the transition from
authoritarian rule of the Eastern European states are typical of all
transitions. I will draw largely from the experiences in the Eastern
European states to validate many aspects of my model. Thus, I need to
assume that these most recent experiences are representative of the
whole.

On its face, this is my most questionable assumption. There is no
obvious reason why these transitions should be any more or less typical
than others. I will defend it on two grounds. The first is that the
Eastern European experience runs the gamut from the Velvet Revolution
in Czechoslovakia to the bloody transition in Romania. This alone
guarantees a wide variety of data that can be used to justify, but must
also be incorporated into, any model of transitions from authoritarian
rule.

Secondiv, I am not trying to say something about a specific
outcome but about the process itself. For example, if I were to say,
based solely on the Eastern European experience, that the Roman Catholic

church helped the transition from authoritarian rule towards democracy I
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would be correct (particularly in the case of Poland).%9 This would
also fly in the face of previous studies concerning Latin America.®V
Since the context for my analysis is process instead of goal, I feel
that I can avoid this problem altogether and legitimately make this
assumption.

By way of definition, I use the term regime and party as
collective nouns. Oftentimes, people think of an authoritarian regime
or party as represented by the individual who heads it (such as Saddam
Hussein in Iraq). In this paper, I always mean the group of people who
not only lead a party or regime, but also the people who provide direct
and indirect support for it.

Pre-Transition

Before the process of transition from authoritarian rule takes
place, there must be some defining event or set of events that begins
the process. This event or events are a result of the authoritarian
regime attempting to legitimize itself in the eyes of the governed.61
The different orientations towards political order of hard-line and
soft-line elements within the authoritarian regime cause the policies of
the government to, in some way, forment dissent. 62

Under Stalin, for example, there were no different orientations
within the government (or what few that did exist were quickly
squashed). Upon his death in 1953, a stuggle between hard-liners and
soft-liners broke out that puts Khrushchev in charge. His visible
softening at the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party was shortly

followed by the Hungarian Revolution of 1956. It was put down, of
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course, but sets the stage for the eventual transitions in both Hungary
and the Soviet Union.®3 It is these types of events that characterize
the pre-transition phase.

T Lt

Dissent leads to opposition. The difference between the two 1is in
level of organization. Whereas dissent is the grumbling of the man on
the street, the organization of that dissent is what :haracterizes
opposition. For me, what initiates the process of transition is the
onset of opposition.64

The process of transition consists of eight distinct phases
("Phases" is an inaccurate word to describe the eight elements I see at
play here. As a word, it implies sequence and a certain degree of
order. These phases overlap each other, subsume each other, and provide
context for each other. Despite this, a distinct set of actions takes
place in each phase. For this reason, and lack of a better alternative,
I use the word "phase.).

In addition, the process becomes iterative and, to a lesser
extent, nonsequential.55 By this I mean that the next eight phases
repeat themselves until the transition is complete (I will define what I
mean by "complete" later). The process is somewhat nonsequential in
that not all phases are always executed in each cycle and in that, under
certain circumstances, a cycle may be involuntarily abbreviated.6®

The following chart graphically displays the interrelationships
between the eight phases. It is not designed to be understood at a

glance. Instead it is a tool to help put the pieces together as I
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